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6. UNIVERSAL SERVICE

Universal Service was a Theodore Vail desire that was based upon Vail's desire to obtain a
national monopoly. Vail promised this to Congress and the ICC to assure his ability to get
the national monopoly for AT&T. This latter became a public policy issue for the PUCs as
they increased their powers over the LECs. Universal service may not mean universal
competition. The RBOCs will argue cream skimming for the alternative carriers and will
argue that the RBOCs must serve the rural customer, leaving the more profitable, and
possibly only profitable, customer in the urban area where competition exists. The issue of
universal service does not demand universal competition. Namely, universal service means
that as a public policy issue, the total infrastructure may have to deal with providing
service to all who are citizens and can afford a lifeline type of service. This may be handled
by a fiscal or taxation approach, separate and apart from the running of a business, thus
leveling the field for all of the players.

The Respondent believes that the Commission’s position is viable and should be
implemented.
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7. CONCLUSIONS
The Respondent reiterates the simple conclusion. Specifically:

Conclusion: A wireless telephone is used in a fashion that is mandated by the market and
as technology improves, as it is wont to do, then clearly the use will be in a displacement
mode with local exchange fixed service. The Commission should treat the CMRS carriers
on a pari passu basis with all other Local Exchange Carriers and that this treatment should
entail all of the requirements under the 1996 Act, including but not necessarily limited to
un-bundling and the coverage as common carriers.

The Respondent takes the position that the free markets shall determine the use of wireless
depending upon price, quality and technology, and that such a choice is consistent without
he 1996 Act and that the issue or allowing or regulating CMRS applications is a futile
task. Thus the Respondent takes the position that the Commission should establish a
“hands off” approach to CMRS usage. The Respondent has filed and publish many
analyses relating to this area and brings these to the attention of the Commission as part of
this filing.

The Respondent has repeatedly argued that there should not be a distinction made
between the CMRS and the LEC and that all parties providing the equivalent of local
telecommunications service should be treated pari passu. In effect there are multiple LECs
in any one market and that the technological distinctions made as a basis of service
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